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Top 100 university marketing departments
A B S T R A C T
We report the results of an analysis of the research impact of marketing academics using citation metrics
for 2263 academics in the top 500 research universities in the Academic Ranking of World Universities
based in Australia and New Zealand, Canada, the United Kingdom and the USA. The metrics are com-
puted for publications from 2001 to 2013, which were collected in 2014 and 2015. We also report the
same metrics for all universities in Australia and New Zealand that employ more than 4 marketing aca-
demics. The results provide an objective measure of research impact and provide benchmarks that can
be used by governments, universities and individual academics to compare research impact. In an ap-
pendix we rank the top 100 university marketing departments in the top 500.
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd on behalf of Australian and New ZealandMarketing Academy.
This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







©2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd on behalf of Australian and New ZealandMarketing Academy.
This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction
Research is one of the primary functions of any university, but
assessing research and researchers is a vexed issue. Despite this, we
live in an environment in which there is an increasing focus on as-
sessing research performance (e.g. the Excellence of Research
Achievement (ERA) in Australia, the Performance Base Funding
system in New Zealand and the Research Assessment Exercise in
the UK). In making these types of assessments the research metrics
used matter. There is an old saying that you cannot manage what
you cannot measure. This logic underlies much of the recent effort
to assess researchers and to allocate research funds. While there is
some truth in this statement, there is a downside because, once you
measure something, many people try to manage the measures and
this can lead to distortions and misleading information.
There are two major research performance dimensions – quality
and impact. “Quality” refers to the degree of scholarship, which in-
cludes the signiﬁcance and novelty of the contribution to knowledge,
the complexity of the research problem addressed and the sophis-
tication, complexity and novelty of the research methods. “Impact”
refers to academic impact, its use and acceptance by other research-
ers which, it is argued, indicates the progress of science. There are
other dimensions to impact (e.g. impact on society and business),
but these are not considered here. An often-used proxy for quality
is the prestige of the journals in which a paper is published, as re-
ﬂected, for example, in the Australian Council of Business Dean’s
rankings (www.abdc.edu.au), although it is worth noting the caveat
the ABDC puts on such an approach to evaluating quality, as they
comment “journal lists should be a starting point only for assess-
ing publication quality and should not constrain researchers to a
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particular domain. There is no substitute for assessing individual
articles on a case-by-case basis” (http://www.abdc.edu.au/pages/
abdc-journal-quality-list-2013.html). Some other indicators of
an individual researcher’s quality include membership of learned
societies, the university fromwhich they gained their doctoral degree,
research awards, research paper awards, invited papers and invited
keynote addresses.
Impact can be assessed holistically and qualitatively (e.g. as oc-
curred in marketing in the last research quality assessment exercise
in Australia). However, it is more commonly measured in terms of
citation metrics, as it was for most of the science disciplines in the
Excellence in Research Achievement (ERA) assessment. Indeed, ci-
tations are often suggested as the “gold standard” of scientiﬁc impact
and used as a proxy for quality because quality and impact are linked.
For example the ERA justiﬁes the use of citation metrics, arguing:
“the more frequently an article is cited the more it is contributing
to the stock of knowledge” and“Citations generally provide similar
results to traditional peer review processes and can serve as a proxy”
(arc.gov.au/media/arc_
presentations_archive.htm#2013).
A substantial literature exists about the validity (e.g.MacRoberts
and MacRoberts, 1989), reliability (e.g. van Raan, 2005) and value
(e.g. Bornmann and Daniel, 2008) of citation metrics and at what
level of aggregation thesemetrics can be appropriately used (Seglen,
1997). While high quality papers or researchers are likely to have
high impact, this is not always the case. Particular papers and re-
searchers who do well on research quality measures (i.e. they have
published many papers with a high percentage of them in A* and
A rated journals) may not do as well in terms of citations. This can
occur because it takes time for a contribution to be appreciated and
because the citability of a paper depends in part on the number of
active researchers working in the subject area and their citation
behaviour (Li et al., 2015). As a result, research in specialised topic
areas may have little chance of getting a high number of cites,
suchasmacromarketing, historical studies, esoteric researchmethods.
Citation metrics have been criticised as measures of research
quality because they can be inﬂated for the wrong reasons,
such as when they are cited for their errors, because there are
“rubbish citations” from low quality non-academic sources, or they
are self-citations (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008; Smith, 1981).
However, research into citation patterns indicates that these issues
have little impact on summary citation metrics such as the h-index
or the g-index (Harzing, 2010). A further issue is that of journals
gaming the citation metrics by editors asking researchers to include
more citations to papers published in their journal before a paper
is published. This strategy can enhance the citation metrics of some
journals and partially explain their rapid rise in perceived status
(Seglen, 1997). However, this raises a somewhat different set of issues
than the citation analysis of particular articles, authors or depart-
ments and is not the focus here.
Here, we use citation metrics to compare the research perfor-
mance of marketing academics and marketing departments in the
top 500 universities in the Academic Ranking of World Universi-
ties that are based in Australia and New Zealand, Canada, the United
Kingdom and the USA. We also report the same citation metrics for
all Australian and New Zealand universities. Our research extends
previous studies of the performance of marketing academics in Aus-
tralia and New Zealand (Razzaque and Wilkinson, 2007; Soutar,
2013). This paper is based on and extends the results presented at
the 2014 Australia New Zealand Marketing (ANZMAC) Confer-
ence, which compared measures of the research performance of
marketing academics in the top 500 universities in the world based
in Australia and New Zealand, Canada, the United Kingdom and the
USA. Here we include additional data, using the same citation
metrics, for all universities in Australia and New Zealand, rather than
just those in the top 500 research universities. This provides a more
complete picture of the research performance of ANZ universities
and how they compare to the benchmarks established for the top
500 universities. In addition, in an appendix we provide a ranking
of the top 100 marketing departments in the top 500.
In the next section we describe the methodology used, fol-
lowed by a description of the results for individuals and departments
based on academic rank. We then describe the same citationmetrics
for all Australian and New Zealand universities, before offering some
ﬁnal comments about the role such metrics can play.
2. Methodology
Google Scholar (GS) citation metrics are used to measure the ac-
ademic impact of individual researchers andmarketing departments
because GS “generally results in a more comprehensive coverage
in the area of management (including marketing)” (Harzing and van
der Wal, 2008, p. 72). Further, GS is publically available and in-
cludes more journals than Thomson’s ISI or Scopus and it also
includes non-English language journals (Harzing, 2010; Meho and
Yang, 2007).
In order to compare like with like, we included academics em-
ployed in research intensive universities, whichwere deﬁned as those
institutions in the Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU)
in 2013 in which marketing was taught. We included those listed
on university websites in May 2014. This resulted in a sample of
2263marketing academics from 195 universities (123 from the USA,
27 from the UK, 22 from Canada and 23 from Australia and New
Zealand). It is important to recognise that this means the bench-
marks are likely to be higher than would have been the case if a
random sample of all universities from these ﬁve countries had
been included in the sample. Subsequently, we report the same ci-
tation metrics for all universities in Australia and New Zealand in
which marketing is taught.
Following Soutar (2013), we focused on papers published this
century (i.e. from 2001 to 2013) which served to standardise the
comparisons and reduce age effects. Text books were excluded as
they are often new editions of old books, making it hard to evalu-
ate their real impact. However, research books, book chapters, journal
articles and conference papers were included. We computed three
citation metrics (the h-index, the g-index and the hg-index). The
h-index is the number of papers that have at least that number of
cites, so that an h-index of 10 indicates an author has published
10 papers with 10 or more citations. The g-index is the rank number
of articles g for which there are g2 number of citations. Theminimum
value of g is therefore h, which occurs when there are exactly h2
total cites to the h articles.
Rousseau (2006, p. 4) points out that these two indices measure
different things but, “taken together, present a concise picture of a
scientist’s achievements in terms of publications and citations.”
Taking this viewpoint Alfonso et al. (2010, pp. 394–5) developed
the hg-index, which is the geometric average of these two metrics.
They argue this index fused “the beneﬁts of both previous mea-
sures (while minimising) the drawback that each one of them
presented, as the hg-index softens the inﬂuence of a high g-index
when the h-index is low.” They also noted some additional ben-
eﬁts of the hg-index, namely:
• “It is very simple to compute once the h- and g-indices have been
obtained.
• It provides more granularity than the h- and g-indices. This is
especially interesting when compared with the h-index. As we
have previously mentioned, to increase the h-index is diﬃcult
(more when the h-index is high) and it is usual to ﬁnd that many
different researchers have the same h-index with a very differ-
ent number of total publications and cites. The hg-index provides
a more ﬁne-grained way to compare scientists.
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• The hg-index is valued on the same scale as both the h- and
g-indices (both represent the number of papers that comply with
a condition about their cites). Thus, the hg-index is easy to un-
derstand and to compare with those existing indices.
• It takes into account the cites of the highly cited papers (the
h-index is insensitive to highly cited papers) but it signiﬁ-
cantly reduces the impact of single very highly cited papers (a
drawback of the g-index), thus achieving a better balance between
the impact of the majority of the best papers of the author and
very highly cited ones” (Alfonso et al., 2010, p. 395).
The hg-index is the most appropriate index to use, as it takes
into account both the number of publications in the h-index and
the number of citations (Moussa and Touzani, 2010). In addition,
Soutar (2013) used this metric in computing benchmarks for Aus-
tralian marketing academics and so the results can be compared.
The citation metrics were obtained using the Publish or Perish
software (www.harzing.com/pop.htm) in April to May 2014 for the
universities in the top 500 and in January 2015 for the ANZ uni-
versities. In each case the results were carefully checked to ensure
the citations related to papers published by the marketing academ-
ic rather than to other researchers with similar names. The journal
in which the article was published was used as a guide and use was
also made of publications listed on a person’s individual GS cita-
tion indices and on their university website. We believe
measurement errors are small and are likely to bias upward if at
all.
3. The results
As expected, the distribution of the hg-index was highly skewed,
as shown in Fig. 1. For the marketing academics in the ﬁve coun-
tries the index ranged from zero to 77. The overall mean was 11.07
and the median was 9.17. Prior research suggests research produc-
tivity and impact is skewed (Soutar, 2013). Indeed, a General Pareto
distribution ﬁtted the data well, suggesting it is appropriate to look
at percentiles when considering benchmarks. There were also dif-
ferences between the hg-indices of more junior academic staff and
more senior academics which is to be expected.
In order to make international comparisons it was necessary to
classify academics into similar groups. As the USA was by far the
largest group, it was decided to compare three academic levels based
on their academic levels (i.e. Full Professor, Associate Professor and
Assistant Professor). Australian, New Zealand and United Kingdom
academic Level D (Associate Professor) and Level E (Professor) were
included in the Full Professor category, Level C (Senior Lecturer) aca-
demics were classiﬁed as Associate Professors and Level B (Lecturer)
academics were classiﬁed as Assistant Professors. Reclassifying level
D academics as Associate Professors did not signiﬁcantly change the
results.
Signiﬁcant differences existed in the mean hg-index across ac-
ademic ranks (F = 466.01; p < 0.001). Full Professors hadmore impact
(17.20) than did Associate Professors (10.08), who had more impact
than did Assistant Professors (5.01). Scheffe’s test conﬁrmed that
the three levels were all statistically different from each other. Bench-
marks were therefore developed for each level, as well as for the
sample as a whole. These benchmarks, which can be seen in Table 1,
provide useful information for evaluating marketing academics in
Australia and New Zealand. For example:
1. Any Assistant Professor (level B academic) who has an hg-
index of 10 or higher is in the top 10% of such academics for these
ﬁve countries (in top-rated Universities), but would also be in
the top 50% of Associate Professors (level C academics). There
are two such academics in Australia and New Zealand, who are
both employed at different universities.
2. Any Associate Professor (level C academic) who has an hg-
index of 15 or higher is in the top 25% of such academics, but
would also be in the top 50% of Full Professors (level D and E
academics). There are ﬁve such academics in Australia and New
Zealand, who are all employed at different universities.
3. There are four Level E academics with hg-indexes of 39 or higher,
putting them in the top 5% of Full Professors, who are em-
ployed at three different universities. A further six Level E
academics have hg-indexes of 31 or higher, putting them in the
top 10% of Full Professors, who are all employed at different
universities.
The impact of individual university marketing departments was
also examined. We computed the average hg-index for full profes-
sors of marketing. We did this because the main impact and
reputation of a department tends to be based around its senior aca-
demics and because we did not want to disadvantage Universities
with large departments with many junior academics. Table 2 shows
the mean hg-index scores by country and overall. To ensure rea-
sonable numbers in the averages, only departments with four or
more Full Professors were included. The averages were virtually the
Fig. 1. The distribution of the hg-index across the marketing academics.
Table 1
Google Scholar benchmarks by academic level (hg-index) – top 500 universities in








Mean 5 10 17 11
Median 4 9 15 9
75th Percentile 6 13 23 15
90th Percentile 10 19 31 21
95th Percentile 13 22 39 30
96th Percentile 14 23 40 31
97th Percentile 15 24 43 35
98th Percentile 16 29 46 39
99th Percentile 17 33 56 44
Highest Score 24 44 77 77
Number 774 599 890 2263
Table 2
Average department hg-index for full professors by country (departments with ≥ 4
full professors).
Country USA UK Canada ANZ Overall
Number of departments 81 9 11 13 114
Mean 17.10 17.98 15.91 17.24 17.07
Median 17.01 17.98 14.39 16.21 16.71
75th Percentile 21.09
90th Percentile 25.96
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same for all countries and a Kruskal–Wallis test, which was used
because of the small numbers of universities in all but the USA, found
no signiﬁcant differences (p = 0.82). This suggests senior academ-
ics in each country have very similar impacts. There was one
university from Australia and New Zealand in the top 10%, another
two in the top 25% and another two above the median, which is
about what would have been expected given the number of uni-
versities from the various countries. A listing of the top 100
universities in rank order, based on the mean hg-index of their Full
Professors is given in the Appendix. As noted earlier, only univer-
sities with 4 or more Full Professors are included in this list.
So as to include all academics in assessing a department’s re-
search, and in the spirit of the Net Promoter Score (Reichheld, 2003),
a Net Impact Score was computed for each department. This score
was computed by subtracting the percentage of academics who had
an impact of the median or less for their academic level from the
percentage of academics who had an impact of the eightieth per-
centile or more for their academic level, ignoring those academics
with impacts in between these two groups. A higher score implies
a department had greater impact. A further non-adjusted Net Impact
Score was also computed as a measure of “overall” impact. To ensure
there were reasonable numbers in computing the scores, only de-
partments with ten ormore academics were included in the analysis.
Table 3 shows the mean adjusted and non-adjusted Net Impact
Scores by country. In this case, ANZ universities seems to lag, sug-
gesting the “tail” of junior academics is longer in these two countries.
This view was supported by the Kruskal–Wallis test as both were
signiﬁcant beyond the 5% level in this case.
3.1. Citation metrics for all universities in Australia and New Zealand
The previous results focused on universities in the top 500. To
permit a more comprehensive description of the performance of
ANZ universities, we describe in this section, the same kind of
citation metrics for these universities. This required the collection
of data for marketing academics employed in those universities
in the two countries that were not in the ARWU 2013 rankings.
As a consequence, 609 marketing academics in 45 ANZ universi-
ties were included in this phase, compared to the 385 marketing
academics in 23 universities who were included in the interna-
tional comparison. The data were collected in January 2015 and,
for this analysis, the metrics were updated for ANZ universities
included in the top 500. This was done because of the potential
upward bias resulting from collecting the metric data approximate-
ly one year later.
While these additional data were used to assess all of the ANZ
universities, the benchmarks reported earlier were not altered, so
all ANZ universities were compared against these results. As was
expected given the additional universities included, the mean hg-
index scores for the marketing academics in the ANZ universities
were signiﬁcantly lower (t = 5.86). However, many ANZ academics
were in the upper impact levels, as can be seen in Table 4. Inter-
estingly, the four academics above the 99th percentile came from
four different universities, two of which were not in any of the top
500 universities.
Table 5 shows themean hg-index for the 35 ANZ universities with
more than 5 marketing academics broken down by the three
academic ranks deﬁned earlier. Universities with fewer marketing
academics were excluded not only because they have few market-
ing academics but also because they are likely to be more teaching
oriented and this is also indicated by low citation metrics. We do
not report metrics for ranks with fewer than 4 academics to focus
on more meaningful department level comparisons. Comparing the
results for Universities with 4 or more Full Professors, as deﬁned
earlier, 15 (75%) of the 20 ANZ universities with 4 or more Full Pro-
fessors had average hg-index scores above the mean and median
for the top 500 universities reported in Table 2, while 3 (6%) would
be placed in the top 25% and 2 (4%) in the top 10%.
These are encouraging results that suggest ANZ universities are
performing well, with 75% of these universities scoring above the
mean andmedian. It is to be expected that a smaller percent of ANZ
universities would be classiﬁed in the top 25% and 10% because com-
parisons are being made with international benchmarks established
based on universities in the top 500. These results support the earlier
suggestion that ANZ’s senior academics’ impact is in line with, if
not above, world standards. Although it should be noted that there
is a slight upward bias in these ANZmetrics because they were gath-
ered some months later than the original data set.
4. Discussion and conclusions
These results provide some insight into the relative research
performance of marketing scholars in the top 500 research univer-
sities in Australia, New Zealand, USA, UK and Canada and in ANZ
universities in general. These are the nations in which much re-
search in marketing is conducted and published. While the number
of universities in the USA means they dominate the results, com-
parison across countries suggest there are no signiﬁcant differences
in the proportion of universities in the top tiers in each country.
Other countries have marketing researchers and departments
that are clearly world class. Australia and New Zealand fared well,
as there was no difference in “full professors’” impact, although
there was a longer tail of junior academics and 75% of all ANZ uni-
versities have above average scores compared to those in the
top 500.
These kinds of data can and should inform government assess-
ments of universities and can also aid universities and academics
in judging their research performance. However, some potential
limitations of the research should be recognised. First the data were
collected in 2014 and 2015 and citation metrics are constantly
growing, so the benchmarks described here can only be a guide.
Our analysis of the top 500 universities excluded universities from
many countries. But, most academic research in marketing does
come from researchers based in these countries. We will report
on the results from other countries in a subsequent publication.
Another issue is the reliability of the h-index and g-index
computed for each researcher. As was noted earlier, we made con-
siderable effort to clean the data to ensure the publications included
related to that person and not others with similar names. It
should be noted that the tail of publications beyond the h-index
Table 3
Departmental net impact scores by country.
Country USA UK Canada ANZ Overall
Number of Departments 115 20 20 22 177
Adjusted Net Impact Score −30 −21 −39 −51 −33
Non-Adjusted Net Impact Score −26 −40 −47 −45 −32
Table 4








Above the Mean 46 77 74 179
Above the Median 65 98 87 241
Above the 75th Percentile 34 33 42 106
Above the 90th Percentile 6 3 16 37
Above the 95th Percentile 2 1 7 18
Above the 99th Percentile 1 0 3 3
Number in ANZ Universities 213 243 153 609
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does not affect the metrics and there is no reason to believe there
are any systematic biases. But there is always some measurement
error and, hence, small difference in scores should not be relied
on. In subsequent work we plan to examine this issue more closely.
We have not reported individual metrics or names because we
do not wish to personalise which is a much broader issue. But it
should be noted that the data used are public and anyone can
compute their own scores and that of others. It should also be re-
membered that the data are only for publications since 2001, which
means highly cited papers before that were not included. This was
done to standardise comparability and to measure research per-
formance in recent years. This can result in some apparent anomalies
in terms of the metrics for some eminent researchers, who may not
appear so eminent because their most cited papers were pub-
lished before 2001.
These results provide an objective and valid basis for compar-
ing university performance from 2001 to 2013. There is much that
can be done to extend this research and we have collected
additional data for other countries. We are also in the process of
gathering data on the prestige of the journal in which papers were
published in order to make comparisons with the results of the ci-
tation analysis reported here. In addition, we are developing citation
metrics that take into account both the quantity and quality of ci-
tations, by using both the direct and indirect citations to a paper,
using the Google PageRank algorithm, as has been used to analyse
publications in Physics (Chen et al., 2007).
Table 5
Department mean hg-index scores by academic rank for ANZ universities with 4 or more marketing academics.
Rank Full Associate Assistant All
ANZ Level Levels 4/5 Level 3 Level 2 Levels 2–5
University hg-Index n hg-Index n hg-Index n hg-Index n
Adelaide 1 8.52 7 1 11.81 9
Auckland 17.62 4 7.82 9 1 10.24 14
ACU 1 2 3 3.75 6
ANU 2 2 4.09 5 7.50 9
AUT 14.25 5 4.70 14 1 6.85 20
Canterbury 11.11 5 2 1 10.71 8
Charles Sturt 3 1 1.74 5 8.23 9
Curtin 17.18 8 9.50 7 3.19 9 9.69 24
Deakin 21.69 8 10.22 8 7.64 7 13.43 23
Edith Cowan 2 1 2.13 6 4.45 9
Federation 1 1 2.13 6 1.09 8
Griﬃth 25.82 8 3 4.12 11 13.05 22
LaTrobe 2 10.48 4 2 10.33 8
Lincoln 0 6.40 7 0 6.40 7
Macquarie 13.29 9 2 8 8.22 21
Massey 17.23 5 7.04 8 3 9.57 16
Melbourne 20.82 8 8.78 7 4.16 7 11.69 22
Monash 18.23 13 5.02 16 1.80 16 7.69 45
Murdoch 3 1 0.00 5 5.29 9
Newcastle 3 3 3.15 7 7.16 13
Otago 18.59 10 7.45 12 3 11.70 25
Queensland 24.30 7 6.98 5 3.96 6 12.71 18
QUT 19.93 7 7.67 12 2.89 5 10.25 24
RMIT 17.40 4 9.20 5 4.16 8 8.76 17
Swinburne 1 3.48 10 2.03 9 3.34 20
Sydney 15.41 10 3 3 11.30 16
South Australia 27.76 9 3 5.52 7 16.47 19
Tasmania 2 2 2.23 4 10.55 8
UNSW 19.04 12 6.69 6 2.26 5 12.17 23
UTS 3 9.17 7 2.10 8 7.41 18
UWS 17.21 5 5.38 5 2.15 9 6.69 19
Victoria Uni. Australia 0 7.47 4 3 4.96 7
Victoria Uni. NZ 2 6.9 5 2.45 4 7.24 11
Waikato NZ 3 2 2 7.18 7
Western Australia 32.88 5 10.45 4 8.63 4 18.52 13
Wollongong 17.11 4 9.19 8 4.82 7 9.25 19
All 19.04 175 7.51 198 3.14 191 9.57 566
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Appendix
Universities ranked by hg-index of full marketing professors: top 100 in top 500 Universities in ANZ, Canada, USA and UK with 4 or
more Full Professors
(a) Ranks 1–50
University Full Professors All Professors
Rank n hg-index n hg-index
CARDIFF 1 5 30.78 23 12.76
MARYLAND 2 6 30.58 19 17.61
RICE 3 6 28.94 9 21.08
DARTMOUTH 4 6 28.92 9 20.76
DUKE 5 13 28.88 18 22.87
WESTERN AUSTRALIA 6 7 27.79 15 17.41
MICHIGAN STATE 7 7 27.50 18 15.61
MICHIGAN 8 8 27.13 18 17.59
NORTH CAROLINA 9 6 26.33 15 15.00
STANFORD 10 6 26.24 16 17.49
CORNELL 11 7 25.67 14 15.57
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 12 11 24.72 27 15.15
BRITISH COLUMBIA 13 5 24.31 11 15.58
BATH 14 5 23.96 12 14.88
PENNSYLVANIA 15 19 23.43 28 20.53
COLUMBIA 16 14 23.27 20 19.91
NORTHWESTERN 17 18 23.22 28 18.45
FLORIDA 18 7 23.13 13 16.60
QUEENSLAND 19 6 23.05 18 12.45
TORONTO 20 4 23.03 18 13.13
PENNSYLVANIA STATE 21 9 22.99 22 15.23
FLORIDA STATE 22 7 22.82 16 16.40
MINNESOTA 23 8 22.31 16 13.56
LANCASTER 24 7 22.15 23 8.41
GRIFFITH 25 6 21.91 22 12.20
UCLA 26 5 21.73 15 16.77
SOUTH CAROLINA 27 4 21.40 13 12.05
MIT 28 7 21.03 12 19.50
MIAMI 29 6 20.51 15 12.61
KANSAS STATE 30 4 20.03 8 12.56
MONASH 31 9 19.75 34 8.06
WASHINGTON STATE 32 6 19.72 12 15.20
UC IRVINE 33 6 19.54 8 16.63
ILLINOIS 34 7 19.20 13 14.56
CHICAGO 35 6 19.00 10 16.34
HAWAII 36 6 18.93 8 15.52
TEXAS 37 12 18.56 22 13.59
WISCONSIN 38 4 18.45 15 9.29
ARIZONA 39 6 18.04 11 14.91
DURHAM 40 4 18.01 14 8.82
NOTTINGHAM 41 4 17.80 15 11.32
UC BERKELY 42 5 17.77 14 13.04
WASHINGTON ST LOUIS 43 4 17.66 11 10.58
ARKANSAS 44 5 17.64 12 10.07
NYU 45 19 17.62 27 15.88
TEXAS AM 46 10 17.52 17 12.73
INDIANA 47 9 17.41 22 13.64
TEXAS TECH 48 7 17.39 11 13.66
UT DALLAS 49 4 17.38 15 12.14
MELBOURNE 50 7 17.37 25 12.11
(b) Ranks 51–100
University Full Professors All Professors
Rank n hg-index n hg-index
HARVARD 51 12 17.21 20 15.20
WYOMING 52 4 17.01 9 11.72
ALBERTA 53 7 16.94 12 12.83
COLORADO STATE 54 6 16.81 13 12.65
KENTUCKY 55 6 16.76 13 10.81
OTAGO 56 5 16.72 24 10.78
CURTIN 57 9 16.59 25 9.15
SIMON FRASER 58 6 16.56 13 11.46
VIRGINIA PL 59 6 16.47 12 11.39
COLORADO 60 4 16.43 14 10.68
AUCKLAND 61 4 16.21 14 9.84
IOWA STATE 62 4 16.14 10 7.95
NEW SOUTHWALES 63 8 16.07 24 10.93
TENNESSEE 64 5 15.73 11 12.88
(continued on next page)
160 G.N. Soutar et al./Australasian Marketing Journal 23 (2015) 155–161
(b) Ranks 51–100
University Full Professors All Professors
Rank n hg-index n hg-index
TEMPLE 65 7 15.55 14 13.46
SYDNEY 66 9 15.40 16 10.97
PITTSBURGH 67 4 15.37 12 10.66
GEORGIA 68 4 15.37 14 8.56
VIRGINIA 69 6 15.19 8 14.69
DREXEL 70 5 14.96 9 13.92
ARIZONA STATE 71 15 14.75 22 13.05
HEC MONTREAL 72 14 14.49 29 10.91
CONCORDIA 73 10 14.10 20 8.56
EDINBURGH 74 4 13.99 14 8.97
WASHINGTON 75 7 13.98 16 12.19
MASSEY 76 5 13.92 16 9.48
CLEMSON 77 5 13.82 15 9.00
NOTRE DAME 78 9 13.70 17 10.83
MISSOURI 79 8 13.66 9 13.19
MASSACHUSETTS 80 4 13.65 9 9.96
LEEDS 81 7 13.63 17 10.25
UTAH 82 4 13.13 12 6.75
WAYNE STATE 83 4 13.07 9 8.34
MACQUARIE 84 5 12.71 21 7.97
HOUSTON 85 7 12.70 13 11.04
IOWA 86 5 12.30 11 8.66
RHODE ISLAND 87 6 12.20 10 8.79
MANCHESTER 88 7 12.18 26 7.52
NEBRASKA 89 5 11.89 12 8.44
SOUTH FLORIDA 90 5 11.84 14 12.05
OTTAWA 91 5 11.84 12 8.84
OREGON 92 5 11.42 11 10.23
CANTERBURY 93 5 11.23 8 8.89
GEORGE WASHINGTON 94 6 11.01 13 8.42
CINCINATTI 95 8 10.89 12 9.79
NEWCASTLE (UK) 96 5 10.03 11 6.57
SMU 97 6 10.00 12 4.41
MANITOBA 98 4 9.69 8 7.78
LSU 99 4 8.96 8 6.40
LAVAL 100 17 8.89 19 8.19
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